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1. Data {#sec1}
=======

We present the data of antixenosis and antibiosis of fruit fly (*Bactrocera dorsalis*) infestation on fifty chili varieties based on response of oviposit female fruit fly on chili fruits ([Table 1](#tbl1){ref-type="table"}). The Data was generated from antixenosis test conducted with choice and no-choice methods. The observed parameter for measuring the level of antixenosis was the number of oviposition punctures by female fruit fly on the fruit surface. Oviposition deterrent index of choice method was presented in [Supplementary 1](#appsec3){ref-type="sec"}. While the no-choice method was presented in [Supplementary 2](#appsec3){ref-type="sec"}. An antibiosis test conducted by inserting fruit fly eggs on chili fruits. The data observed were the percentage of pupa (%), the weight of pupa (mg), duration of larva-pupa (day), and duration of pupa-imago (day). The data obtained provided supplementary data for this article ([Supplementary 3](#appsec3){ref-type="sec"}).Table 1Antixenosis and Antibiosis 50 varieties of chili fruits by fruit fly (*Bactrocera dorsalis*) infestation.Table 1Chili VarietyAntixenosis-Deterrent IndexAntibiosis (Fitness Index)ChoiceNo-choice176.79 ± 5.1775.93 ± 2.450.05 ± 0.02292.59 ± 3.7080.56 ± 12.730.10 ± 0.053100.00 ± 0.0080.56 ± 10.520.13 ± 0.07479.26 ± 5.7946.30 ± 8.070.50 ± 0.25593.09 ± 4.8194.44 ± 1.600.41 ± 0.20646.01 ± 8.8911.11 ± 8.492.17 ± 1.087100.00 ± 0.0094.44 ± 4.240.20 ± 0.108100.00 ± 0.0087.04 ± 9.121.78 ± 0.899100.00 ± 0.0083.33 ± 5.780.36 ± 0.181092.59 ± 3.7074.07 ± 8.230.21 ± 0.1111100.00 ± 0.0092.59 ± 4.630.09 ± 0.041292.59 ± 3.7093.52 ± 6.481.92 ± 0.961395.06 ± 3.2782.41 ± 6.680.69 ± 0.3514100.00 ± 0.0084.26 ± 7.911.28 ± 0.6415100.00 ± 0.0090.74 ± 2.450.79 ± 0.401692.59 ± 3.7070.37 ± 4.630.15 ± 0.071782.09 ± 6.6387.04 ± 8.071.60 ± 0.801892.59 ± 3.7093.52 ± 5.160.08 ± 0.041976.79 ± 5.1764.81 ± 0.930.33 ± 0.172097.53 ± 2.4768.52 ± 7.412.66 ± 1.332195.06 ± 3.2792.59 ± 7.412.23 ± 1.1222100.00 ± 0.0095.37 ± 2.450.64 ± 0.3223100.00 ± 0.0090.74 ± 5.160.42 ± 0.212457.76 ± 4.8955.56 ± 2.781.05 ± 0.532571.09 ± 5.8987.04 ± 9.120.25 ± 0.122673.20 ± 6.2337.04 ± 7.912.24 ± 1.122782.09 ± 6.6358.33 ± 2.780.97 ± 0.492874.32 ± 4.3163.89 ± 12.112.62 ± 1.312978.77 ± 7.9761.11 ± 11.231.83 ± 0.923061.82 ± 5.6346.30 ± 6.074.42 ± 2.213166.13 ± 6.6057.41 ± 10.194.11 ± 2.053263.05 ± 5.0227.78 ± 5.562.11 ± 1.053378.77 ± 4.7366.67 ± 13.984.69 ± 2.353483.70 ± 5.6489.81 ± 4.900.98 ± 0.493574.05 ± 7.5354.63 ± 10.310.91 ± 0.463663.95 ± 6.3053.70 ± 3.701.01 ± 0.503788.15 ± 5.0258.33 ± 15.300.47 ± 0.2438100.00 ± 0.0078.70 ± 9.670.38 ± 0.193995.06 ± 3.2785.19 ± 0.931.12 ± 0.564090.62 ± 4.9988.89 ± 8.332.05 ± 1.034168.26 ± 4.0471.30 ± 2.451.46 ± 0.734247.82 ± 3.8850.00 ± 10.020.65 ± 0.334365.93 ± 2.9623.15 ± 8.070.86 ± 0.434450.70 ± 6.1939.81 ± 9.262.44 ± 1.2245100.00 ± 0.0099.07 ± 0.930.16 ± 0.084660.93 ± 9.5350.93 ± 5.163.23 ± 1.624787.65 ± 3.9079.63 ± 10.190.06 ± 0.034878.27 ± 3.3575.00 ± 13.700.02 ± 0.014978.27 ± 3.3554.63 ± 16.380.45 ± 0.225048.41 ± 7.3922.22 ± 8.493.15 ± 1.58

2. Experimental design, materials, and methods {#sec2}
==============================================

The antixenosis response of chili to fruit fly (*Bactrocera dorsalis*) infestation (oviposition) was conducted based on the choice and no-choice preference methods developed by Aluja et al. [@bib1] with some modifications. The choice test was conducted in a cage (40 cm × 40 cm x 40 cm). A total of 450 chili fruits from 50 different varieties were used. Fifty chili fruits were placed into a cage and infested by 25 pairs of fruit flies for 48 hours. This experiment was repeated nine times. The no-choice test was conducted using 750 chili fruits from 50 different varieties. Fifty cages (20 cm × 20 cm x 20 cm) were used for this test. Each cage contained five chilies representing each variety and was exposed to 25 pairs of fruit fly for 48 hours. These experiments were replicated three times. Fruit fly infestation was indicated by the presence of a small puncture on the fruit surface. The preference was calculated based on oviposition punctures. In the choice method, the antixenosis level against fruit fly infestation was calculated using an oviposition deterrent index based on Simmonds et al. [@bib2] and Hidayat et al. [@bib3]. The level of antixenosis to fruit fly infestation of the no-choice method was calculated based on Bentley et al. [@bib4] and Hidayat et al. [@bib3].

An antibiosis experiment was set up according to Hennessey et al. [@bib5] with some modifications. Female fruit fly imagoes could lay eggs in an artificial breeding tube. The eggs were then inserted into chili fruits. The number of inserted eggs was determined by the proportion of the fruit\'s weight (three eggs per gram of fruit). The infested chili fruits were laid on the plastic glass (8.2 cm in diameter) containing sterilized sawdust and incubated in a controlled culture chamber (28±2 °C temperature, 75% ± 10% humidity). The presence of pupa and imago was observed every day. The number and weight of pupa were recorded until 15 days after egg infestation. The data observed were the percentage of pupa (%), the weight of pupa (mg), duration of larva-pupa (day), and duration of pupa-imago (day). After that, the pupae were moved and laid in a new plastic glass until emergence. The imagoes were counted every day until 15 days. The level of antibiosis of chili to fruit fly infestation was calculated using the Fitness Index (FI) based on Jallow and Zalucki [@bib6] and Balagawi et al. [@bib7].
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